67
The second commitment period began on 1st January 2013 and will end in 2020 [4] . Annual meetings 
72
The above state of affairs illustrates the need for the establishment of the scientific committee to give 
85
There is also clear evidence that, this three decade have been the hottest due to significant changes in 86 land use systems, causing a net release of carbon dioxide up to 10% of total greenhouse gases from 87 terrestrial ecosystems. It was also revealed that, the deliberate conversion of tropical forests to 88 agriculture lands, intensive deforestation, forest degradation and inappropriate land management 89 practices, limit the role of forests and soil in acting as main carbon pools [11 -16] . Valentine et al. [17] 90 asserted that, forests have a remarkable ability to store carbon in both plants and soils and they are 91 valuable natural break and sinkers of atmospheric carbon dioxide. It is likely that, the largest source
92
of GHGs emissions in most tropical countries is from deforestation and forest degradation. [18, 19] 
99
It is against this background that, scientific communities and policy makers have been given credit 100 to driven forces of deforestation and forest degradations projects and researchers to limit forest 101 depletion and degradation. 
198
The first discussion on UN-REDD activities came out during the Montreal meeting, the eleventh 
213
In simple words, the vision defined for REDD+ during the conference can be summarized in two 
357
The first approach is based on a separate contingency tables of considered periods without 
383
gives information about the overall net change, categories that are persistent and those that are lost
384
and/or gained. Many land use land cover change methods fail to account for these details. e.g.,
385
Markov Chain analysis is one of the most powerful land use algebra analysis but does not gives 386 information about the behaviours of the categories. Unlike intensity analysis, which is performed at 387 three levels: interval, transition and category to assess the speed of change, dormant or active as well
388
as these targeted to lose and to be avoided; Markov chain just gives the net change of each interval,
389
but its ability to explain the changes is limited. Also, it is hard for a Markov approach to reveal 390 information regarding the interval, category and transition level for the investigated periods.
391
Moreover, the Markov approach compares the entries within each row of the transition matrix, since
392
the Markov approach divides the area of each transition by the area of the losing category at the 9 of 13 initial time. Thus, the Markov matrix is not adequate to scrutinize the process in terms of gains,
394
while the process of gains is the primary focus in many analyses. 
